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A.SanShing 
· We calculated purchue price baaed 

on packed. FOB Taiwan port price• to 
unrelated cuatomen in the United 
St3tes. We made dedw:ti:ma, wb..'"1'3 
appropriate. for foreip brokerqe and 
handling expenaea. foreip inland 
freight. and containerization. in 
accordance with 1ection 7'72(d)(2) of the 
AcL 

B.Gounnet 
We calculated purchaae price baaed 

on packed. FOB Taiwan port. FOR 
Taiwan port. or.CIF pricea to unrelated 
cuatomen in the United Statea. We 
made deductiona. where appropriate. for 
foreip inland freisht. foreisn brokerqe, 
harbor tax. ocean freight. and marine 
inlurance. in accordance with aection 
7'7Z(d)(2) of the AcL We alao deducted a 
diacount Biven a1 a result of earlier sale• 
of defective mirchandise. 

Fcnip Muket v.i. 
A.SanShing 

Becauae San Shing had no home 
market or third country sale1 of 
we calculated foreisn market value 
based on constructed value. in 
accordance with section 773(e)(1) of the 
AcL Constructed value includea 
materiala. fabrication. seneral expenae1, 
profit. and packing. In all cases: (1) 
Actual general expense• were med. 
since theae exceeded the statutory 
minimum requirement of ten percent of 
materiala and fabrication: (2) actual 
profit was applied u it exceeded the 
1tatutory minimum of eight percent and 
(3) lince 1ellins expenses included 
credit. the interest expense reftected on 
the company'• boob wu reduced for a 
portion of the expense related to these 
coata in order to avoid double counting. 

We made an adjustment to 
constructed value, in accordance with 
I 353.s&(a) of the Department'• 
regulatiODI, for differencu in "' 
circumstances of aale. Tbia ·adjustment 
was made for diffei'ellc:el in credit 
expenaea. bank handlina c:barps, and 
commissiona. 
B.Gourmel 

For thoae luputa where Gourmet bad 
home market aa.ea. we baaed f0reign. 
market value on those 1aleL Otherwise, 
we calculated the fi>reisn market value 
based on constructed value, in 
accordance with section 773(e)(1) of the 
AcL 

Where foreisn market value wu 
based on home market 1ale1. we added 
U.S. packing coata. We alao made a 
circumstances of iale adjuatment for 
credit expensea, pUl'luant to 19 CFR 
353.S&(a). Where forelp market value 

wa1 based on constructed value, we needed in calculating the foreisn market 
included materials, fabrication. general value. In those few inltances where we 
expenses, profit. and packing in the were unable to verify the correct 
constructed value. As described in more information. we have used the best 
detail in the commenta below, best information available. 
information available was used for Comment Z: Petitioner argues that 
certain elementa of the cosL In all cases: because Gourmet subcontracts most of 
(1) Actual pneral expenaes were used. its production processes and purchases 
since these exceeded the statutory · inputs, such as basenuta. which are 
minimum of ten percent of materiala and themselves aubject to the proceeding. it 
fabrication and (Z) the statutory eight should not be considered the ''producer" 
percent minimum profit was applied. of the subject merchandise. 

We made an adjustment to DOC position: We disagree. Although 
constructed value and, home market . . Gourmet subcontracts certain procesaes 
price in accordance with section 353.58 and purchases major inputa, it does 
of the Department's regulatiODS for n · b'; .... and differences in circumstances of sale. pe orm processmg, e.g., tum -. 

welding. and it produces caps. 
This adjustment was made for Therefore, we consider Gourmet to be 
differences in expensea. the manufacturer of the merchandise 
Cumacy CcmveniGll under investil&tion. Moreover, even if 

Gounnet purchues inputa which may be 
considered u unfinished lug nuta. 
Gourmet uses thoae inputa to produce 
the merchandise which is being sold to 
the United Statea. Those sales are the 
subject of this investigation and 
Gourmet is the aeller. 

We made cunency convenions in 
accordance with section 353.80(a) of the 
Department's regulatiDDL All cunency 
conveniODS were made at the rates 
·certified by the Federal Reserve Bank. 
Verification 

As provided in section 778(b) of the 
Act. we verified all information used in 
reaching the final determination in this 
investisation. 

We used standard verification 
procedures including examination of 
relevant accounting recorda and ori8inal 
source documents of the respondenta. 

Public versiODS of our verification 
reporta are on file in the Central Records 
Unit (Room B-099) of the Main 
Commerce Building. 
........... Party Commellts 

Comment 1: '1be petitioner states that 
Gourmet's coata could not be verified 
and. thus. should not be used to 
calculate the foreisn market value. 
Petitioner states that there were . 
numerous discrepancies between what 
was reported by Gourmet and what wu 
traced to the general ledger and then to 
the financial statemenL There were also 
discrepancies between Gourmet's 
seneral ledger and its audited financial 
statemenL Therefore, the Department 
must base foreisn market value on best 
information available for purposes of 
the final determination. 

Gourmet maintaina that its costs were 
fully verified. with the possible 
exception of steel material costa for the 
capa. Thus, the Department should 
calculate the foreisn market value based 
on the verified information. 

DOC position: During verification the 
Department encountered discrepancies 
between Gourmet's response and its 
accounting records. However. in 
pneraL the Department WBI able to 
verify the most aignificant elements 

Comment 3: Petitioner argues that for 
product type BA. Gourmet wu supplied 
the base nut by its cuatomer and simply 
performed a tollins function. In addition. 
retail sales packaging for thi1 lug nut 
states that it wu "made by the 
customer in Taiwan." Therefore, this 
type of lugnut should not be considered 
made by Gourmet and the Department 
should disregard sales of type 9A. 

Gourmet argues that -it subst&Q.tially 
transforms the baaenuts before they are 
exported to the United Statea. Thus. 
Gourmet is the producer of type 9A lug 
null. Furthermore, Gourmet argues that 
there is no legal authority to exclude 
theae sales and that the Department 
uses tolled sales in calculating 
antidumping margins. 

DOC position: Regardless of the 
claims on the package, thee are tolled 
sales which the Department routinely 
includes in its analyail; See, e.g., Final 
Determination of Sales at Lesa Than 
Fair Value: Brass Sheet and Strip from 
France (52 FR 81Z. January 9, 1987). U.S. 
price was based on the tollins charge. 

Co11U11ent 4: Gourmet argues that 
since the Department could not confirm 
its 1teel costa for the production of capa. 
the Department should use the price at 
which Gourmet purchased cap1 from an 
unrelated subcontractor durins the POI 
Gourmet states that it would be 
appropriate to use the price of the capo 
it bought even though the cost of 
producing the caps in-house ii lower. as 
best information available. 
· Petitioner argues that even if the 
Department uses the cap price in lieu of 
actual steel cost. the Department should 
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adjast upward the a.t to TeDect tbe 
reject me in the weldina operation, 
sorting. and inspectins. Pdtioner also 
contends that the Departmmt aowd 
uae the price that Sa "Shiq paid for 
caps, adjusted apwanl to ref1ec:t the fact 
that it coete Gounnet more to produce 
the cape far laipr 9izecl lag mm. . 

DOC position: We . ..-Wlt!t 
Goannet in-part. We weni 'DOt able to 
.em, Gounnel'• lteel inpat COllte GI' 
labor for producinl caps. However. we 
did 'l'erify that Gourmet.parchued caps 
fzom an unrelatad applier. 1bi1 verified 
price of cape ia .the belt iafcmnaticm 
aNilable for determining Courmer1 
COits Wida-respect. capL We clo not 
see any reucm to acoept petitioner's 
sqgestion tbat we ae the prices paid 
by SanSbing for caps. with an 
ad:jmtment far size. 

At the same time. we.agree with 
petitioaer Chat dDs CDltmmt be 
adjnsted upward to ndlect Jields at tbe 
weldiDlstap. i.e.. wbm the CllPI are 
welded onto the balellld. udlwve 
made such an adjustment. 

Comrnelll 5: Gourmet arpea that the 
DepartmentOoasld 21ot iDcreeee di!ect 
labor coats to corre:t for wbat it 
belie98I i9 en omission of overtime. 
Gourmet •tates that •im:e the paJl'D)l 
already included overtime. the inc:raee 
is not warranted. Mmeover, there is no 
evideaae iD the verificatica exhibits to 
support or explain this iDcreue. Ymally, 
Gourmet states that .. lea wolume rather 
than aalea value abauld be ued to 
alloc:aa. the direct lahar cmt. 

Petitianer.arpu dlattbe direct labor 
cost lbould be iDcreued. Jn addition, 
petitioner upu j}aaf. amtrar.r to · · 
Gourmet'• aaeertian. direct labor coats 
in procb•Mna las nuta .:pprmr;ma-te Mies 
values rather tban alea volume. Tbu&. 
the Department 1houlcl.allocate dinict 
labor coat on the buia of ules vale 
and not aalea volume. 

DOC position: The aired labor am 
reported by Gourmet cau1d JIOl be 
verilied. Jn the pmce. of lryiag to 
dm:or.atrat.e tbe c:cmect caataf direct 
labor. Gourmet compmy.al&c:iala 1tated 
that their pa)'IQll .recanll aaly liat 
1traigbt time. Jn an attempt ta verify the 
correct total direct .labar COit. we 
examined Gourmet'• pneral ledpr 
which ahowed that direct labor coata 
were aipificantly higher than the coet 
shown iD die payroll. 11wefare. we 
increased the direct labor coat "by• 
percentage represented by the ratio of 
verified labor coats a1 reported .ill the 
payroll to tho1e reflected in the general 
ledser. · 

With.respect to the allocation iaaue. 
Gourmet baa lllped that labor coata 
should be allocated among producll 
based on volume. We note that a value 

based -aRocation.resuha in hijlaer costs 
being &1signed to iugnuts. Becau1e we 
were not able to verify labor costs 
reported in the response. we have .used 
the more ·adverse. value-baaed 
allocation methodology. 

Comment 8: Gomm.et •!JIUeS that the 
total electricity and other variable 
expenses should be addecl together and 
allocated to ms nuts based an the ratio 
of 1he volume of.lu& nuts 1old to the 
votmne of· all producu aold to arrive at 
the total variable production overhead 
costs. · 

Petitioner argues tha1 variable 
produdian ovemead 1hoaicl 'be 
allocated based un sales value and not 
sales volume. 

DOC position: Partbe same reasons 
discussed in reapOBIB toCommat 5, we 
have.allocated these variable expen1e1 
on the basis of valne rather than 
volume. 

Comment 7: Petitioner 1tate1 that 
Gourmet should have reported t.lie coat 
of pallets as part of packing material 
cost. Also, where lug nuts ue packed in 
clam 1hella. .the packinig cast .should 
include the coat of clam lheUa and 
packing labor. Y.mally, petitioner L"fllla 
that packing labor costs should be 
allocated based on aales value rather 
than sales volume. 

Gourmet states that in calculating the 
packing expense, although packing 
materials relates only to those materials 
used iD packina lug nuts. paclciDg labor 
relate• to all products packed by 
Gourmet. Therefore. only a portion of 
pac:kins labor is attn'butable to lug nuts 
and that portion .hould be determined 
by the mtio of aalea vohlme of lug mm 
to the aalel wolume .of all pnaducta 10ld. 

DOC pomiaa: Gourmet daima that its 
merchandiae ii not .shipped on pallets 
and we saw no evidence at verification 
that pallets were used. Therefore. we 
have not inc'lucled a coatl.m pallets. 

With respect to pac'kins the lug JW.ts in 
clam aheU.. Gourmet typically does not 
do lhia. lnstead. the lug mm and empty 
dam shells are packed aeparately in the 
1&1De carton. On -one invoice. however. 
there is an indication that the lug nuts 
were pre-packed in dam ahella. Thia 
invoice also carries a higher will value 
in comparison with the other invoices to 
the Mme customer. To account for this. 
we have increased the conatmcled value 
to include the extra packing element. 

We have allocated the portion of 
packing labor attributable to lug nuts 
bued on tlse value of lug nuts and other 
products sold for the reaaona diacuased 
in response to comment 5. 

ComznenJ 8: Gourmet argues that the 
Department should wculate the pmflt 
baaed on the POL Additionally. the coat 
of manufacture used in calculating the 

profit should include the coat of 
purchasing the caps, contristent with the 
treatment of purchaees flom other 
subcontractCJl'll. 

Petitianer argues that the Department 
should uae the profit calcalated on a 
aemi-annual basis, excludiq the cost ,,f 
purchar.ng the cap. 

DOC position: The Department used 
the eight percent statutory minimum as 
best infonnation available. 

Comment 9: Petitioner contends ah.at 
the DePartment should have exammed 
the sale of the trading companies 
because (1) Gourmet wu not identified 
as the manufacturer of the.subject 
merchandise untilafter the traclina 
company received a questionnaire from 
the Department.· (2) Gourmet incurs .ao 
direct aelling expenses. no abort-tena 
bank llnancing. and no R6D expenses. 
and l3) most sales are made tbrouab tbe 
trading companiea. 

Gourmet argliea that the uee of Ales 
by trading companies would he contrary 
to long-standing precedent. The 
Department llSeB ales by tradiDg 
companies only when the ultimate 
destination .of the merchandise is .not 
known by the trading company's 
•applier. However. in dm investigation. 
Gourmet 1cnew the destination of all 
~:!d merchandise. including 
merchandise sold to trading companies. 

DOC position: We agree with 
Gourmet. It is longstanding Department 
practice to look at the prices charged b_y 
the marr.Jfactmer, as opposed to the 
trading company, where the 
manufacturer knowa the destination of 
the merchandise f aee. Electrolytic 
MaDpDese Dioxide from Japan. 54 FR 
ams. Marah z. 1989). On occasion. the 
Department has been asked to examine 
whet.'ier"trading companies are ensaged. 
in "middleman dumping,• but petitioner 
has made .no such claim. 

Comment 10: Petitioner argues that 
the number of entries on reports 
supplied by Custom. compiled for 
purposes of analyzing the critical 
circumstances issue pursuant to 
petitioner's request. doe• not match the 
number of entries reported by Gourmet 
Additionally, petitioner arguea that for 
direct aalea. the unit price iD the 
Customueport is lower th&ll the unit 
price reported iD the reaponae. For 
indirect sales. i.e., sales through trading 
companies. the unit price iD the CUstoms 
report is higher than the unit price 
reported in the responae. 

Gourmet e.rgue1 that the Customs · 
report is inaccurate and should not be · 
relied upon by the Department. ID 
addition. the entered value of indirect 
1ale1 should be higher on the Cutoms 
report. since these sale' were made to 
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trading companies and the entered value 
ostensibly .includes lhe profit and 
expenses of lhe trading companies. The 
entered value of direct aales should be 
lower on the Customs report than .the 
response because the Customs report 
has the invoice price and the invoice 
price refiects the allowance for defective 
goods given for these sales. . . 

DOC position: The Customs report 
referred to by petitioner was compiled 
solely for purposes of analyzillg the 
critical circumstances iuue. All the 
sales info:mation used ill this final 
detennination was verified. The 
Department senerally will not use·any 
information in place of verified 
information absent compelling reaaona 
to do so. Gourmet has provided a 
plausible explanation as to why there 
are slight discrepancies between the 
Customs report and the verified 
information. and we have no compellins 
reason to disregard the verified 
information. 

Comment ZZ: Petitioner argues that 
Gourmet did not account for the cost of 
sorting and inspection. Gourmet 
maintains that the costs of sorting and 
inspection are included in the paclcins 
labor costs. · 

DOC position: Based on our 
observation during the pl&nt tour at 
verification. we conclude that the 
verified packing cost includes the cost of 
sorting and inspecting. · 

Comment 12: With respect to the · · 
discount given on current sales for 
defective units sold prior to the POL 
petitioner argues lhat the Department 
should use the discounted price as U.S. 
price. Additionally. the constructed 
value should be increued . 
proportionally to renect lhe cost of 
replacing the defective lug nuts. · · 

Gourmet states that it iDcmred no loa 
on tbe sale of the defective lug nuts. 

. Gourmet was paid in full by its customer 
in 1989. for the defective merchandise 
and the allowance ii a method of 
reimbuning the customer.·Gourmet · 
asserts that the amount of tlda 
allowance was verified. ad must be 
added to the unit price on tbe Invoice to 
arrive at the srou U.S. price, Gourmet 
contenda that this allowance has<'. 
nothing to do with the cost of produ<=ins 
the merchandise during lhe POL . 

DOC position: In the llepartmenfi · 
judgment. the price:reduction at issue · 
appears to be a normal price discount. 
Therefore. we have treated it es such 

. and deducted it &om the United States 
price. We have not increased the cost of 
producing the subject merchandise by . 
the amount .of lhe price reduction. in 
addition to treating the reduction u a: 
price discount. because to do so would 
be do•1ble counting. 

Comment 13: Petitioner argues that 
the interest portion of constructed value 
should not be adjusted for imputed 
credit. No adjustment is needed to avoid 
double counq of interest expense 
since Gourmet inc:arred no interest 
expenses during the POL Since home 
market sales were made for cash.. the 
only credit. expenses reported by 
Gourmet were those on its U.S. sales of 
the covered merchandise. 

Gourmet asserts that lhe Department 
should not abandon its long-standing 
practice of reductns the interest expeme 
reflected in a company's boob by the 
amount of imputed credit. Gourmet 
states that the Department'• ntioliale ia 
that the failure to reduce the interest · 
expense in a company's boob would 
result in double counting. Gourmet · 
further maintains that It does not matter 
that home market sales were made on a 
cash basis. 

DOC position: We qree with 
petitioner. As Gourmet did not incur any 
interest expense. no adjustment wu 
necessary to reduce interest expense for 
the amount related to imputed credit 
expense. 

Comment 14: Petitioner argues that 
San Sbmg's interest nte should be used. 
as best information available. to 
calculate Gourmet's imputed interest 
expense. Petitioner maintains that since 
Gourmet did not incur any interest 
expenses from which its own nte could 
be derived. the information based on the 
actual experience of another producer . 
should be u.ed. · 

Gourmet argues that the Department 
should not use the credit experience of 
another company with an unknown 
credit experience and nq to calculate 
its imputed credit expense. Instead, 
Gourmet suaests that the Department 
use the interest rate of its trading 
company obtained during verification. 

DOC position: We have used the 
weighted-average short-term interest 
nte (the thirty- to ninety-day nte) for 
the POI published in the Monthly 
Statistics by the Central Bank of China 
to calculate Gourmet's imputed interest 
expense. We used the thirty- to Dinety
day nte-because this time period 
appro,ximates the average amount of . 
time between the date of shipment and· 
the date of payment for Gou."met We do 
not believe it is appropriate to apply an · 
interest nte to Gourmet which applies 
to some other company not similarly 
situeted to Gourmet 

Comment 15: In the Deparbnent's 
preliminary determination. petitioner 
states that lhe costs were calculated on 
the date of exportation and not the date 
of sale. This treatment, petitioner 
maintains. 11 inconsistent with the 
Department's regulations in relation to 

calculatins constructed value In a 
purchase price situation. Petitioner 
states that the cost of producing the 
subject merchandiae ii inewored up to 45 
days before the merchandise ii shipped. 
Because of production lead times. the 
exchange rate for lhe cost of production 
should refiect a similar lag. · · 

DOC position: We found during 
verification that Gourmet recorda its 
expenses in its pneral ledger one month 
after the expenses are actually incurred. 
Therefore the costs used in this 
determination renect the actual costs 
incuned during the POL 

Additionally, we have no reason to 
believe that the costs incurred in the 
period preceding the POI should differ . 
&om the coats incurred during the POL 
Therefore. we have used the POI costs 
as a reasonable surrogate. 

Section 353.80( a) of our regulations 
directs us to make currency conversion 
u of the date of the U.S. sale. We have 
determined that the invoice date ii the 
date of sale and have made cunency 
conveniona u of that date. 

Comment 16: Petitioner upes that 
movement charses were improperly 
allocated. Petitioner argues that the 
&eight charses should be allocated 
based on weight and marine insurance 
and harbor tax by value. 

Gourmet states that its allocations. . 
based on volume. more dosely 
approximate the llUUUler in which the 
dwpl were incurred. . 

DOC position: We have allocated all 
movement clwses ac:cordiq to the . 
manner in which the cost was incuned. 
Therefore. we have allocated &eisht on 
the basis of volume and the other 
charps on the basis of value.· 

Comment 17: Petitioner argues that 
information on sales of open-end 
chrome-plated lug outs should have 
been provided. . 

Gourmet asserts that the number of 
open-end chrome-plated lug nuts sold 
during the period of investigation was so 
small that it can have no material · 
impact on this investigation and should 
be ignored. Gourmet contends that this 
small qaantity was' overlooked because 
chrom•i>latecl ~nd lug nuts are an 
anomally since.a lua nut that exposes· 
the bolt does not serve a decorative 
puipoH;·Moreover. most open-end lug 
nuts .Old by Gourmet during the POI 
were zinc-plated and not chrome-plated. 
The Department verified over 95.5 
pereent of Gourmet's 1ale1. and these 
1ale1 are sufficiently representative of 
L'ie 0.05 percent inadvertently omitted 
and disregarded for pu.-pose1 of the 
Department's analysis. 

DOC position: Due to the insignificant 
value of 1ale1 during the POI · 
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repreaemed by opm-eUed c:mam.. 
plated lug .auta. &ae Depmtment has not 
anal1'Zl8d ahue aalet for purpo1e11 of 
Galculating UnUed S... price. 

Comment 1JJ: Petitiarler arpes that 
fixed production overbead ahould be 
allocated baaed on ala value and.not 
sales volume. 

DOC pasiliDD: For the 1N90DS stated 
in response to cnmment .5. we have 
allocated fixed overhead among 
products baaed on theineapective 
value. 

Commsnt 19: Petitioaer argues that 
"other material"" coats are not accurate 
because the Department did not 
examine purchases prior to June 1990. 
which refiect purchases and costs 
inCUITed on the covered products aold 
dming 1he period of inveatigation. 

DOC position: See Comment JS. 
Comment 20: Petitioner argues that 

Gourmet's SGM 11hould be Tecalculated 
baaed on Gommet's audimf"finam:ial 
statement. 

Gourmet does not necessarily qree 
with the SGAA amount Yerified bf the 
Department, but erpea that 
recalculation of this amount is not 
warranted. Becau9e Cammet'a SGaA ia 
less than ten percent. the statutory 
mir:immn aboald be uRCL 

DOC position: We laawe calculated 
Gourmet'• SGM ba8ed OD its cmual 
audited finaacial atatemeat. Glee CAA 
and actual aelling expenses would not 
be Vllrified. 

Comment 21: Petitimler arps that 
San Sbias nceived a export nbsidy on 
its steet iDpDt pmr:baall9 from a sta19-
owned steel applier. 

Sm Shina C3'* that the .steel 
company, from which San Sbiag 
purchases moat of its 'tteel materiala, 
m•y aeta its prices based on ita 
marketing stratea in plalllOtiQg its 
prcducta. The price treatmeat liven bf 
this steel company to its c.tm.er 
sb.Ollldaot be viewed u • 
countervailable Hbeid.y. . . 

DOC position: Com;11111t with past 
practice. we have deductM tbe iebate 
received by Su SbiJWm calc:Waq the 
coat of the mmp«m.J'• steel mats{-. 
Uml.Bd Stata v.. Buropt11111 Tlading Co .. 
rJ CQ>A 289). We Jaave.not made any 
adjuatmeDts to our calc:u1atioaa to 
reftect aim allepd allbsidy. 

Comment 2Z: Petitioner argues that 
San Shins did aot aecount for tbe coat of 
pickling a.Dd drawing. 

San Shins maintains that all C0918 
associated with pic:kliag and drawms 
are accounted far iD Ule fixed and 
variable production overhead. 

DOC poaition: We verified the total 
coat of producing the aubject 
merchandise. Included wi1hin the total 
coat ta the coat of pi~ and drawiag. 

Comment Z3: Petitioner arps that 
San Shins did not acooant far ail waste 
inherent m each atqe af the prodactiaD 
PIOCl!8I· AccardiDgiy. petitioner a:pa. 
the ab!el cost mut be increased to 
reftect the praductian of defecti11e mm 
(emmm of cap}. wtth the revenue 
generated fram sale of scrap used'° 
offset productian 11verilead coats only 
whm tbe xrap ia aaild. 

san Shins aaeru tbat tbe wute 
incan.l during the manufacturing 
proceu ia limited. and ·w• accounti'Jd 
for iD its calculation of constructed 
value. Jn addition. the ?eVenue 
generated frum the sale of acrap waa 
a.eed to offset the cost of production. 

DOC pt¥ition: We agree with San 
Shing. We Vftified that ail·waste 
experie!Kled during the manufactaring 
process was aecounted for by Sen 
Shing. Additionally, we have 
determined that revenue from ~crap 
should be used to offset 1:0st of 
manufacture aim:e 11a'8P is generated 
during the manufac:turil'l8 process. We 
have offset the cost of manufacture by 
the revenue eamed by the sale of scrap. 

Comment 24: Petitioner argues that 
pac:lcing hi unique to the subject 
merchandne and should be allocated 
over the aubjectmerchandise only. 

DOC positiDn: We verified that San 
Shing does not keep separate accounting 
records for each of its several products. 
We determined that San Shing's . 
methodolog far allocating packing cost 
is reasonable and have accepted its . 
methodology of allocating the packing 
coat over an products, .including the 
subject merchandise. packed by the 
pac-Jcms department 

Commenf 25: Petitioner argues that 
theRIDexpenaeincurredby~e 
"Tooling Department" should not be · 
deducted fram the fixed production 
overhead. Petitilmer maintai:a that the 
benefit derived from t.IUa RAD can be 
atttibutable to the subject merchandise 
since Saa Shins uaes the products 
produced by .the Tooling Department to 
produce .the .-ubjed merchandise. San 
Shina aques that ita Rl:D expense ii not 
related to the production of lug nuta. San 
Shins explained that the RAD expenses 
related to the production of the buenat 
were incuired prior to the period of 
inveatiptiou. San Shing maintaiua that 
there were no further RID expenses 
related to the aubject merchandise. 

DOC position: We agree with 
petitioner. San Shing uses the machinery 
and toala prodw:ed by the Tooq 
Department to produce tht! 111bject 
merchandise. Therefore. reeearch and 
development in the Tooli.'18 Department 
will benefit the production of the aubject 
merchandise. 

Comment 31: Petitioner maintains that 
R&D expenses attribaiable to other 
products and departments shoald not be 
deducted from San $bing's G&A 
expense. 

DOC position: We qree with 
petitioner. We used the audited 
rmancial etatement in ealculating ClA 
expenses and have not deducted RAD 
expenses attributable to other·producta 
and departments in this calculation. 

Comment Z?: 'Petitioner argues that 
where payment bas not been m:eived 
for a sale, the chlys forwhich credit wu 
outstanding should be increased 
regardles1 of the terms of the sale. 

DOC position: The actual payment 
dates for each sale were obtailled at 
verification and were used in our final 
determination. 

Critical Circumstaac81 

Petitioner alleges that imports of 
chrome-plated lug nuts &om Taiwan 
present "critical circwnataDces. .. Under 
section 735(a}(3) (A) and [B) of the Act, 
critical circumstances exilt if we 
determine that {l) there .is hiatory of 
dumping in the United States or 
elsewhere of the class or kind oI 
merchandise which .is the 1ubject of the 
investigation. or the person by wha:D. or 
for whose account. the merchandise was 
imported knew or should bave known 
that the exporter was.aellin& the 
merchandise which is tbe subject of the 
investigation at lesa than iii fair value. 
and (.Z) th.ere have been massive imports 
of the class or kind of :nercbandise that 
is the subject of the investigatiGD over• 
relatively short period. 

It is our standard practice to impute 
knowiedse of dumpms under aectioa 
735(a)(3}(A)(ii) .of the Act when the 
estima!ed margins iD our determinations 
are of such a magnitude that the 
importer should.realize that dumpma 

· exists with regard to the subject 
merchandise. Normally we consider 
estimated margins of ZS percent or 
greater to be 1ufficienL See e.g.. FinaJ 
Determinations of Sales at Lesa than 
Fair Value: Aa.tiiliction Bearings (Other 
Than Tapered Roller Bearings) and Parts 
Thereof From the Fecleral Republic of 
Germany (51FR18992. May 3.. 1989). The 
estimated ma.lgina in this final 
determination do not meet the 
requirements to impute know.ledge of 
dumping under section 13S(aJ{3t(A}(ii) of 
the Act. We alao examined recent 
antidamping duty cases and found that 
there are cummtly no findings of 
dumping in the United States or 
elsewhere of the subject merchandise by 
Taiwanese mamzfac:turen.. producers, 
and exporter11 of tbe subjed 
merchandise. 
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On this basis. we find tbat the 
requirements of section 735(a)(3)(A) are 
not met with regard to Imports of the 
subject merchandise. Therefore, we 
determine that critical circumstances do 
not exisL 

Suspension of Liquidation 

We are directing the U.S. Customs 
Service to suspend liquidation on entries 
from Gourment and to continue to 
suspend liquidation of all other entries 
of chrome-plated lug nuts, as defined in 
the "Scope of Investigation" section of 
this notice. that are entered, or 
withdrawn from warehouse for 
consumption. on or after the date of 
publication of this notice in the Federal 
Resister. The U.S. Customs Service shall 
require a cash deposit equal to the 
estimated amounts by which the foreign 
muket value of chrome-plated lug nuts 
exceeds the United Stales price a1 
shown below. This suspension of 
liquidation will remain in effect until 
further notice. The margins are as 
follows: 

Sin Sting HardWlre WO!b Co.. Ud- 11.57 
Gourmet Equipmlnl (Teiwan) Corp. 

(Gourmet) 1.57 
All Otners.-------·--··-- 7.12 

ITC Notification 

In accordance with section 735(d) of· 
the Act. we have notified the ITC of our 
determination. In addition. we are 
making available to the rrc all 
nonprivileged and nonproprietary 
information relating to this 
investigation. We will allow the ITC 
access to al! privileged and bnsinesa 
proprietary information In our files, 
provided the ITC confmns that it will 
not disclose such information, either 
publicly or under administrative 
protective order. without the written 
consent of the Deputy Assistant 
S!cretary for Investigations, Import 
Administration. 

This determination is published 
pursuant to section 735(d) of the Act and 
19 CFR 353.20(a)(4). 

Dated: July 2.5, 1991. 

Francil J. Sailer, 
Acti11g Assistant Secretary for Import 
Administration. 
[FR Doc. 91-18136 Filed 7-3CM1: 1:45 am) 
1m.uxo ccm: • ...._. 

36135 
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CALENDAR OF PUBLIC HEARING 

Those listed below appeared as witn~ at the U.S. International Trade 
Commi~ion's bearing: 

Subject 

Inv. No. 

Date and Time 

. . 

. . 

. . 

CHROME-PLATED LUG NUTS FROM 
THE PEOPLE'S REPUBLIC OF 
CHINA AND TAIWAN 

731-TA-474 and 475 (Fmals) 

August 1, 1991 - 9:30 a.m. 

S~ions were held in connection with the investigations in the Main Hearing 
Room 101 of the U.S. International Trade Commission, 500 E St., S.W., Washington, 
D.C. 

In Support of Imposition of 
Antidumpinc Duties 

Politis, Pollack & Doram 
Washington, D.C. 
On behalf of 

Consolidated International Automotive, Inc. 

Mr. Mark Plumer, President 
Consolidated International Automotive, Inc. 

Los Angeles, CA 

Mr. Durham McCauley, Executive Vice President 
McGard, Inc. 

Orchard Park, NY 

Mr. Richard Guillod, Vice President for 
Marketing and Sales 

Key Manufacturing Group 
Royal Oak, :MI 

Robert T. Hume )-OF COUNSEL 

-MORE-



In Opposition to the Imposition of 
Antidumpine Duties 

Reed Smith Shaw & McClay 
Washington, D.C. 
On behalf of 

B-21 

China National Machinery & Equipment 
Import & Export Corporation; 

Jiangsu Company, Ud. (CMEC Jiangsu) 

Mr. Jun Wang, President, SUMEC International, 
U.S. Subsidiary of CMEC Jiangsu 

Jing Wang ) 
)-OF COUNSEL 

James K. Kearney ) 

- END -
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APPENDIX C 

COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM U.S. PRODUCERS ON THE IMPACT OF IMPORTS OF CHROME
PLATED LUG NUTS FROM CHINA AND TAIWAN ON THEIR GROWTH, INVESTMENT, 

ABILITY TO RAISE CAPITAL, AND EXISTING DEVELOPMENT EFFORTS 



B-24 

COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM U.S. PRODUCERS ON THE IMPACT OF IMPORTS OF CHROME
PLATED LUG NUTS FROM CHINA AND TAIWAN ON THEIR GROWTH, INVESTMENT, 

ABILITY TO RAISE CAPITAL, AND EXISTING DEVELOPMENT EFFORTS 

The Commission requested U.S. producers to describe and explain the 
actual and anticipated negative effects, if any, of imports of chrome-plated 
lug nuts from China and Taiwan on their investment, ability to raise capital, 
or existing development and production efforts (including efforts to develop a 
derivative or improved version of chrome-plated lug nuts). Producers were 
also asked whether the scale of capital investments undertaken has been 
influenced by the presence of imports of chrome-plated lug nuts from China and 
Taiwan. Responses are presented below: 

* * * * * * * .:,.• 
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APPENDIX D 

PURCHASER PRICE TRENDS AND COMPARISONS 
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PURCHASER PRICE TRENDS AND COMPARISONS 

Price Trends1 

Purchasers were requested to provide pricing data for their purchases of 
both bulk and packaged quantities of products 1, 2, and 3 from the United 
States, China, and Taiwan. Pricing data were requested for the period January 
1989-March 1991 (tables D-1 through D-3). 

Table D-1 
Weighted-average delivered prices for lug nut product 1, as reported by U.S. 
aftermarket purchasers for bulk and packaged purchases, by quarters, January 
1989-March 1991 

* * * * * * * 

Table D-2 
Weighted-average delivered prices for lug nut product 2, as reported by U.S. 
aftermarket for bulk and packaged purchases, by quarters, January 1989-March 
1991 

* * * * * * * 

Table D-3 
Weighted-average delivered prices for lug nut product 3, as reported by U.S. 
aftermarket purchasers for bulk and packaged purchases, by quarters, January 
1989-March 1991 

* * * * * * * 

Weighted-average delivered purchase prices from U.S. producers were 
reported for all quarters for both bulk and packaged purchases of chrome
plated product 1 and for bulk purchases of chrome-plated products 2 and 3. 
Packaged purchases of chrome-plated products 2 and 3 were reported for 7 of 
the 9 quarters. Only 1 purchaser reported purchases of U.S. packaged chrome
plated products 1, 2, and 3. 

Purchase prices generally remained constant or fell for reported 
purchases of all domestic products. Purchase prices remained relatively 
constant for both packaged and bulk purchases of product 1, with both showing 
a decline and then subsequent rise in the 3rd and 4th quarters of 1989 before 
returning to their previously reported levels. Domestic prices of packaged 
product 2 remained constant throughout the reporting period while purchase 
prices for bulk purchases of product 2 fell. Bulk purchase prices of product 
2 remained constant at *** cents throughout 1989 and the first quarter of 

1 Only one purchaser reported purchases of stainless steel lug nuts. Prices 
fluctuated with no apparent trend, with prices ranging between *** cents and 
*** cents. 
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1990, and then fluctuated between *** cents and *** cents for the remainder of 
the reporting period. Prices of packaged domestic product 3 generally 
remained constant throughout the reporting period, while bulk purchase prices 
for product 3 remained constant at *** cents throughout 1989 and then 
fluctuated between *** cents and *** cents for the remainder of the reporting 
period. 

Only one purchaser reported purchases of lug nuts from China. Prices 
were reported only for bulk purchases of product 2. The weighted average 
prices for this product remained constant throughout the reporting period. 

Purchases from Taiwan were reported for all quarters for bulk purchases 
of products 1, 2, and 3, and packaged purchases of products 1 and 3 were 
reported for 8 of the 9 periods. Only one purchaser reported purchases of 
Taiwan bulk product 2 and packaged purchases of products 1 and 3. No price 
data were reported for packaged purchases of product 2. Packaged purchases of 
product 1 remained constant at *** cents throughout 1989, increased to *** 
cents in the first quarter of 1990, and remained at that level throughout 
1990. Bulk purchase prices of product 1 fluctuated with no apparent trend, 
with reported weighted-average purchase prices ranging between *** cents and 
*** cents. Reported bulk purchases of product 2 from Taiwan remained constant 
at their first quarter 1989 level of *** cents throughout 1990 and the first 
quarter of 1991, after having risen to *** cents in the second quarter of 1989 
and and then fallen to *** cents in the second half of the year. Prices of 
both packaged and bulk product 3 remained relatively constant. Packaged 
purchase prices remained constant at *** cents throughout 1989, increased to 
*** cents in the first quarter of 1990, and then remained at that level. Bulk 
purchase prices for product 3 fluctuated with no apparent trend, with reported 
weighted-average purchase prices ranging between*** cents and *** cents. 

Price Comparisons 

Direct comparisons of prices between U.S. and Chinese lug nuts were 
available only for bulk purchases of product 2 (table D-4). Underselling 
occurred in all quarters, with the margins ranging from 5.9 percent to 20.3 
percent. Price comparisons between U.S. and Taiwanese lug nuts were available 
for bulk and packaged purchases of products 1 and 3, and for bulk purchases of 
product 2 (table D-4). Margins of overselling were reported in all quarters 
for packaged and bulk purchases of product l, with margins of overselling 
ranging from 42.4 percent to 80.3 percent for packaged product 1, and from 
21. 8 percent to 69 percent for bulk product 1 .. Margins of underselling were 
reported for 8 of 9 quarters for bulk product 2, with margins of underselling 
ranging from 3.4 percent to 20.3 percent. Packaged purchases of product 3 
resulted in overselling for each of the 6 quarters where price comparisons 
were available, with margins of overselling ranging from 70.8 percent to 85.3 
percent. Margins of overselling were reported for 8 of the 9 quarters for 
bulk product 3, with margins ranging from 0.2 percent to 27.1 percent. 
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Table D-4 
Margins of under(over)selling in the af termarket for lug nuts imported from 
China and Taiwan, reported by purchasers, by quarters, January 1989-March 1991 

Un Rercent) 
Bylk E1~ls1ggg 
China Taiwan Taiwan 
Product Product Product Product Product Product 

Period 2 1 2 3 1 3 

1989: 
Jan. -Mar ...... 20.3 (48.5) 20.3 (0.2) (56.1) (78.4) 
Apr. -June ..... 20.3 (49.8) (7.8) (1. 9) (56.2) (70.8) 
July-Sept ..... 20.3 (69.0) 9.5 (7.4) (80.3) c•> 
Oct. -Dec ...... 20.3 (21. 8) 9.5 (15.2) (42.4) c•> 

1990: 
Jan. -Mar ...... 20.3 (24.8) 18.1 2.8 (63.1) (84.7) 
Apr. -June ..... 5.9 (27.2) 3.4 (5 .. 0) (62 .·9) (84.6) 
July-Sept ... ~. 15.2 (37. 7) 12.9 (21. 7) (62.0) (85.3) 
Oct. -Dec ...... 9.5 (41. 9) 7.1 (22.3) (62.5) (85.3) 

1991: 
Jan. -Mar ...... 9.9 (31. 7) 7.4 (27.1) (1) (1) 

1 No price data were supplied. 

Note: Percentage margins are calculated from unrounded figures; thus, margins 
cannot always be directly calculated from the rounded prices in the tables. 

Source: Compiled from data submitted in response to questionnaires of the 
U.S. International Trade Commission. 

.. : 


